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r SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING 02/09/09 
CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting to order by Chair Wurtz at 3:15 P.M. 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
Motion to approve the minutes of the 01/26/08 meeting by Senator 
East; second by Senator O'Kane. Motion passed. 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
No press present. 
COMMENTS FROM INTERIM PROVOST LUBKER 
Interim Provost Lubker introduced UNI's new Associate Provost 
for Faculty Affairs, Virginia Arthur. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted that the Iowa Department of 
Education via Judy Jeffrey, Director, and the Board of Regents 
(BOR) have asked that we try to implement a new teacher 
education program within the three Regents institutions which 
would focus on allowing professional people to teach college 
courses. Merrie Schroeder, UNI Office of Student Field 
Experiences, has worked with Iowa and Iowa State to put together 
a plan to do this. The proposed program would be 32 hours and 
run through Continuing Education. Since it would be run through 
Continuing Education he has been told that it would require no 
approval process, nor does it have to be brought through the 
Curriculum Process. This is something that the BOR wants to 
move quickly on to begin fall 2009. Discussion followed with 
some concerns noted and Senator Schumacher-Douglas stated that 
she would like to see UNI's Council on Teacher Education review 
the program and provide feedback prior to the Senate. Senator 
Schumacher-Douglas will follow up on this and bring information 
to the Senate at the next meeting. Discussion continued. 
Interim Provost Lubker also brought the Senate up to date on the 
budget issues, noting that since the last Senate meeting 
Governor Culver has made a statement about budget reductions for 
the three universities specifically, an additional 6.5% 
reduction, adding to that the 2.5% UNI has already had taken out 
of this years budget. These are permanent reductions, which 
means in fiscal year 2010 we will have 9% less money than fiscal 
year 2009. This is going on all over the country so we're not 
alone and no one involved who looks at these things believes 
that this will be the end of it. We will get better picture 
sometime in March when the report that comes out four times a 
year telling us where the state is economically is due. If the 
next report is equally as bad then we will stand a chance of 
having a third mid-year reversion, which would be permanent and 
a deeper cut in 2010. Interim Provost Lubker continued, noting 
that they are trying to take as many "big ticket" items off the 
top as they can before they have to take something out from the 
divisions. President Allen has said several times, to both 
himself and the UNI Cabinet, that he will not do across the 
board cuts. 
The overall General Fund budget with money from both the state 
and tuition together for Academic Affairs is about $102 million. 
The next closest piece of budgeted money is Administration and 
Finance with $27 million, and then it gets much smaller. If 
we're going to go after money, you can bet that Academic Affairs 
will have to take a big hit. He was able to convince everyone 
that Academic Affairs couldn't wait three months to make 
strategic plans since we had to have the fall schedule in place. 
Thus the date the fall schedule is due to the Registrar's Office 
has been moved from February 18 to March 11. This will probably 
mean we will have fewer adjuncts than we do now. We're spending 
from all sources over $7 million this year on adjuncts and one-
year jobs, which covers about 25% or more of our student credit 
hours, and we can't just eliminate that. It does indicate that 
there are some things to do. 
A hiring freeze has been instituted, Interim Provost Lubker 
continued, which is sort of a "slush" rather than a freeze as 
they are letting exceptions go where they are really needed to 
keep programs running but for the most part they are not hiring. 
There has also been a restriction on out-of-state travel. 
President Allen's two task forces, Revenue Enhancement and Cost 
Containment, are working on ways to decrease spending at UNI and 
there is a website where information and ideas can be submitted. 
Any ideas faculty have that might be helpful can be addressed to 
either President Allen or himself. The ideas that are coming in 
are being listened to. Discussion continued. 
COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, JESSE SWAN 
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Faculty Chair Swan offered a welcome to Associate Provost for 
Faculty Affairs, Virginia Arthur, from the faculty. He also 
reported that the UNI faculty roster for Spring 2009 is 
available. 
Faculty Chair Swan also noted that he has received communication 
from NISG on Senate Docketed Item #884, Electronic Media Devices 
Policy. 
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, SUSAN WURTZ 
Chair Wurtz had no comments today. 
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING 
979 Resolution Regarding Funding of Auxiliary Enterprise 
Operations at UNI 
Motion to docket in regular order as item #885 by Senator Smith; 
second by Senator Neuhaus. 
A lengthy discussion followed. 
Motion to docket Calendar Item #979 in regular order as Docket 
Item #885 passed with one abstention. 
NEW BUSINESS 
Consider inviting Troy Dannen, UNI Athletic Director and Tom 
Schellhardt, Vice President for Administration and Finance to 
speak at the March 23 meeting (first Monday after Spring Break). 
Chair Wurtz noted that the reason for this was that the Senate 
meets on March 9 with spring break the following week and the 
Senate then meets again the following Monday, March 23. With 
fauclty being on campus only a four days following the meeting 
on the 9th there can't be a whole lot going on for the Senate to 
consider and the meeting on the 23rd would be a good time to have 
various people come to present the Senate with information. 
Discussion followed and it was the Senate's wish that Troy 
Dannen and Tom Schellhardt be invited to the February 23rd 
meeting for discussion rather than March 23rd. 
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A lengthy discussion followed with it being noted that an 
Emergency Resolution on Non-essential Travel from Frank 
Thompson, Finance and Vice-President United Faculty, came to 
Chair Wurtz and several members of the Senate this morning. 
Senator Funderburk stated that he believes it needs to be 
mentioned and discussed because it is a time related issue. 
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Chair Wurtz stated that she received the email mid-morning and 
it will show up as a Calendar Item on the agenda for the 
February 23rd meeting. Dr. Thompson previewed the resolution for 
the Senate, which states that with the current and anticipated 
budget reversions UNI is facing, the UNI Faculty Senate should 
ask President Allen to impose restrictions comparable to what is 
being imposed on the faculty on the Athletic department for all 
non-essential travel, and that transportation will be provided 
for the coach, medical doctor or trainer and team players, and 
that transportation will be by surface transportation, with air 
transportation being authorized only when the amount of revenue 
guaranteed from the event are sufficient to meet all travel 
expenses for that specific athletic event. 
Dr. Thompson added that it should be noted that we're now over 
the football season and the largest expenses in this budget have 
already been incurred, and that we're more than half way through 
the basketball season, the second largest in terms of expenses 
with the Intercollegiate Athletics. The longer the Senate 
delays in this the more likely it is that at the end of the year 
we'll have a substantial deficit. 
Discussion followed with Interim Provost Lubker stating that 
he's largely in agreement with many things in Dr. Thompson's 
resolution. He did note that in regards to the recent travel 
restrictions, those were designed to impact fiscal year 2010 
more than fiscal year 2009, which is what we're in right now. 
Trips that have been planned with paid registration fees and 
airline tickets purchased are no problem. It is fiscal year 
2010 that we'll be looking closely. 
CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS 
Motion to take docketed items out of order by Senator Neuhaus; 
second by Senator Soneson. Motion passed. 
883 Emeritus Status request, Melba R. Widner, Department of 
Design, Textiles, Gerontology and Family Studies, effective 
8/08 
Motion to approve by Senator Soneson; second by Senator Basom. 
Motion passed. 
Motion to take item #879 off the table and bring it to the floor 
for discussion by Senator Soneson; second by Senator East. 
Motion passed. 
879 Report and Recommendations on Research/Scholarly Activities 
Senator Soneson distributed a refinement of the motion in two 
parts and possible models, which departments, department heads 
and deans can use to think about these matters. 
Senator Soneson reviewed the history of the committee, what the 
committee looked at, and their recommendations. Discussion 
followed. 
Motion to accept and endorse the Report and Recommendations on 
Research/Scholarly Activities passed. 
Motion to take item #880 off the table and bring it to the floor 
for discussion by Senator O'Kane; second by Senator Van Wormer. 
Motion passed. 
880 Diversity of Faculty/Staff and Students at UNI 
Senator Mvuyekure stated that the charge he received from the 
Senate was to produce a white paper on diversity at UNI. During 
discussion it was noted that a motion was missing. In his 
research he discovered that any institution of higher learning 
with diversifying faculty and students cannot work unless the 
faculty is leading such an effore, and that the second item for 
diversity to work is demonstration. President Allen and his 
administration have been talking about diversity and if the 
Senate can tell the faculty to take a in this, and if the 
faculty does have a lead in faculty and student diversity, it 
will make a big difference. He has drafted a two motions that 
were inspired by his reading. 
The first motion by Senator Mvuyekure, "That the Faculty Senate 
lead in engaging the faculty to support the recruitment and 
retention of diverse faculty and students at the University of 
Northern Iowa," addresses the issue of recruitment and 
retention. 
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The second motion, "That the Faculty Senate lead in engaging the 
faculty to support the faculty and student diversity efforts at 
the University of Northern Iowa," is more vague and recognizes 
the efforts UNI is putting into faculty and student diversity. 
Senator Mvuyekure noted that he shouldn't be the appointed 
person, because this was an item that came out of the UNI 
Faculty Senate retreat at the beginning of fall semester, 
therefore, the whole Faculty Senate should be sponsoring this. 
Second on Senator Mvuyekure's motion by Senator Soneson. 
A lengthy discussion followed with senators expressing opinions 
from, yes, there is a problem with diversity here at UNI, to 
it's not as bad or any better than anywhere else, to no, there 
really isn't a problem. 
Chair Wurtz noted that there is a motion in front of the Senate, 
and asked if it would be in the spirit of that motion to say we 
will ask people here at UNI that are continually serving on 
diversity committees and supporting diversity, if we can 
identify them, to tell us what we're not seeing, what do they 
want us to do that we're not doing, what they want us to stop 
doing that we are doing, and in the hopes that the Faculty 
Senate would get a better picture of what the problem with 
diversity is here at UNI, if there is one? This would help us 
know where we are going to lead in engaging faculty support. 
Motion for the Faculty Senate to lead and engage the UNI faculty 
in recruiting and retaining all diversity issues passed. 
ADJOURNMENT 
DRAFT FOR SENATOR'S REVIEW 
MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MEETING 
02/09/09 
1660 
PRESENT: Megan Balong, Maria Basom, Phil East, Jeffrey 
Funderburk, Mary Guenther, Julie Lowell, James Lubker, Pierre-
Damien Mvuyekure, Chris Neuhaus, Steve O'Kane, Donna Schumacher-
6 
Douglas, Jerry Smith, Jerry Soneson, Jesse Swan, Carol 
Weisenberger, Katherine van Wormer, Susan Wurtz 
Absent: Doug Hotek, Bev Kopper, David Marchesani, Phil Patton, 
Michele Yehieli 
CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting to order by Chair Wurtz at 3:15P.M. 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Motion to approve the minutes of the 01/26/08 meeting by Senator 
East; second by Senator O'Kane. Motion passed. 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
No press present. 
COMMENTS FROM INTERIM PROVOST LUBKER 
Interim Provost Lubker introduced UNI's new Associate Provost 
for Faculty Affairs, Virginia Arthur. She began her duties here 
at UNI this month, attending the recent Board of Regents (BOR) 
meeting, and taking part in the negotiations with United 
Faculty. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted that he has a couple of comments, 
the first being a request for the Senate's approval. The Iowa 
Department of Education via Judy Jeffrey, Director, and the BOR 
have asked that we try to implement a teacher education program 
within the three Regents institutions which would focus on 
allowing professional people to teach on college courses. It 
seems to him that this is a very good idea. Merrie Schroeder, 
UNI Office of Student Field Experiences, has worked with Iowa 
and Iowa State to put together a plan to do this. The program 
would be 32 hours and run through Continuing Education. 
However, he feels that this program is too long. Since it would 
be run through Continuing Education he has been told that it 
would require no approval process nor does it have to be brought 
through the Curriculum Process. This is something that they 
want to move quickly on to begin this fall. 
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Senator O'Kane asked if this is a masters level program or just 
for certification? 
Interim Provost Lubker replied that it would just be for 
certification, to let someone who is already a professional come 
back into the schools and teach, and it gives them the necessary 
background required by the State of Iowa to teach. 
Senator Neuhaus asked if there's been discussion about doing 
this certification process while they are teaching? He noted 
that he got into teaching that way and only because he was 
allowed to get into the classroom after a semester of pre-
training and only because it was a training-as-you-go program. 
That was powerful to him because he really wanted to get into 
the classroom and teach and he didn't want to go through all 
those semesters of training. 
Interim Provost Lubker responded that that would be a great idea 
and will suggest it to Dr. Schroeder. He got in on the process 
very late when they were suggesting taking it directly to the 
Council of Provosts. He suggested taking it through other 
channels on campus first. 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas asked if UNI's Council of Teacher 
Education approved the plan? 
Interim Provost Lubker replied that he doesn't know and he's 
just related everything he knows about it to the Senate. 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas continued, noting that it is her 
understanding that alternative certification at the secondary 
education level has been examined and pursued for at least two 
years. It is also her understanding that there is one other 
institution in Iowa, possibly Kaplan, that is authorized to 
provide alternative certification to teacher. 
Interim Provost Lubker remarked that UNI can certainly do better 
than that. 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas noted that there was concern that UNI 
put together a program. She would like to see UNI's Council on 
Teacher Education review to program and provide feedback prior 
to the Senate. 
Interim Provost Lubker asked if UNI's Council on Teacher 
Education approves this process the way it is currently set up, 
would the Senate be okay with it? 
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Senator Soneson asked if this is an entirely new program, or a 
program that's already in place. 
Interim Provost Lubker responded that the courses that comprise 
the program are already in place. These are Teacher Education 
courses that people have to take in order to be able to teach. 
It's a new program in the sense that we've never done it before. 
It is not a degree program; it's a certification program. 
Senator Soneson asked if certification programs had to be run 
through the whole curriculum process? 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas replied that it's actually a teaching 
certificate, an Iowa Teaching Certificate, not a UNI 
certificate, as she understands it. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted that all three of the Regents 
institutions have put it together for each of the schools. 
Chair Wurtz asked if the governing artifact is the state 
government? 
Senator East responded that it's the Department of Education, 
and they have rules about teacher certification. 
Chair Wurtz continued, noting that we can't change the 
Department of Education rules. Do we want to provide something 
that meets those rules, in addition to what we're already 
providing? 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas noted that while she doesn't want to 
hold up the process she'd like to have it brought formally to 
the Senate because there's been no paperwork presented to the 
Senate and a review by UNI's Council on Teacher Education would 
be helpful. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted that approval of the Iowa 
Department of Education should be sufficient. 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas, in response to Interim Provost 
Lubker's inquiry, noted that UNI's Council on Teacher Education 
met last Thursday, February 5, and may not meet again for 
another month and they may have already addressed this issue. 
This is something that's been in the works for two years and the 
process should be pretty far along. 
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Interim Provost Lubker remarked that Judy Jeffrey has been very 
impatient with the process, as two years has been a long time to 
spend on something like this. 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas noted a March deadline for fall 
enrollment is reasonable. 
Interim Provost Lubker will have Dr. Schroeder to contact 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas. 
Chair Wurtz commented that she feels the Faculty Senate is 
saying that yes, let the Council on Teacher Education review it 
and we don't have a problem with it, but we're really relying on 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas to follow this up. 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas will follow up on this and bring 
information to the Senate at the next meeting. 
Senator Funderburk noted that there's one other issue to look 
into, that of compensation for the teachers. Continuing 
Education runs outside of the normal UNI compensation levels and 
if this program gets up and running there will be some 
assignment/compensation issues. Currently it's all voluntary 
and this would be worth discussing with United Faculty. 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas stated that in the College of 
Education (COE) they do extensive work through distance 
education. One of the things that they have in their letters of 
employment is that faculty will provide courses through multiple 
means, such as distance education, online courses or on campus. 
This is something that has been added in recent years and its 
just part of what they do. There can be on campus students as 
well as off campus students, kind of a "double dip." It is 
being run through Continuing Ed, but not necessarily saying 
students won't be on campus as she's not sure how that will 
work. 
In addition, Senator Schumacher-Douglas continued, the COE uses 
ICN (Iowa Communications Network) rooms extensively and they are 
filled every night. There are nine rooms on campus and in 
addition they use rooms located off campus. The issue of ICN 
rooms is of concern if this program is a distance education 
program and we need to recognize that UNI is a leader in the 
state for utilizing the ICN as part of their distance education 
program. 
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Interim Provost Lubker commented that it's interesting that Iowa 
and Iowa State have gone way down in their use of the ICN and 
way up in offering on-line courses. UNI is also increasing 
their on-line courses but not as dramatically. The BOR has 
asked why UNI is still staying with ICN and he replies because 
people want the ICN. 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas noted that we do a lot of hybrid, 
with part of the course being offered over the ICN, part on-line 
and often times brining the students on-campus. Students may 
come to campus on a Saturday to do hands-on activities for areas 
such as science. UNI really does meld three different 
approaches to the distance education program. 
Chair Wurtz remarked that some faculty are working on the use 
"virtual worlds" which will add another method to offer courses. 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas continued that she does agrees that 
on-line course work is something UNI is lagging behind in but 
the innovative use of multiple delivery methods satisfies the 
personal interaction, the use of technology as well as the face-
to-face contact at least for educational purposes. 
Interim Provost Lubker also brought the Senate up to date on the 
budget issues, noting that most of it faculty are already aware 
of through the message President Allen has sent out. Since the 
last Senate meeting Governor Culver has made a statement about 
budget reductions for the three universities specifically, an 
additional 6.5% reduction. Adding to that the 2.5% we've 
already had taken out of this years budget; these are permanent 
reductions, which means in Fiscal Year 2010 we will have 9% less 
money than Fiscal Year 2009. It sounds pretty heavy, and it is, 
but we can look at other universities such as Arizona State, 
which has had a 40% reduction between 2008 - 2010, over $200 
million and over 1000 people have lost their jobs, we're not as 
bad off. Other institutions are experiencing reductions over 
the two years that are not quite so high but in the 20% plus 
range but still higher than UNI's. The University of Vermont 
reports a $28 million shortfall for next year. This is going on 
all over the country so we're not alone. No one involved that 
looks at these things believes that this will be the end of it. 
We will get better picture sometime in March when the report 
that comes out four times a year telling us where the state is 
economically is due. The last two reports have been disastrous. 
If the next report is equally bad then we will stand at least a 
chance of having a third mid-year reversion, which would be 
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permanent and a deeper cut in 2010. If he were to bet, he'd bet 
that our total reduction for 2010 will approach 12% but he hopes 
he's wrong. He had asked the deans some time ago to do 5% and 
10% reduction scenarios, and their 10% scenarios are really 
frightening. 
Interim Provost Lubker continued, with that in mind, they are 
trying to take as many "big ticket" items off the top as they 
can before they have to take something out from the divisions. 
President Allen has said several times to both himself and the 
UNI Cabinet that he will not do across the board cuts. The 
overall General Fund budget with money from both the state and 
tuition together for Academic Affairs is about $102 million. 
The next closest piece of budgeted money is Administration and 
Finance with $27 million, and then it gets much smaller. Most 
deans have a larger budget than Educational and Student Services 
Vice President Hogan. If we're going to go after money, you can 
bet that Academic Affairs will have to take a big hit; you go 
after where the money is, and we have to be prepared for that. 
He was able to convince everyone that Academic Affairs couldn't 
wait three months to make strategic plans since we had to have 
the fall schedule in place. And any budgetary impact on that 
schedule needed to be decided now. They did move back the date 
the fall schedule is due to the Registrar's Office from February 
18 to March 11. That gives us a little more time to try to 
figure out what we can do off the top to meet this problem. 
This will probably mean we will have fewer adjuncts than we do 
now. We're spending from all sources over $7 million this year 
on adjuncts and one-year jobs, which covers about 25% or more of 
our student credit hours, and we can't just eliminate that. It 
does indicate that there are some things to do. 
We have also instituted a hiring freeze, Interim Provost Lubker 
continued, which is sort of a "slush" rather than a freeze as 
they are letting exceptions go where they are really needed to 
keep programs running. For the most part they are not hiring. 
There has also been a restriction on out-of-state travel. There 
is a contract with the faculty union to keep $350,000 available 
to be used for faculty travel. Last year UNI spend $780,000 on 
travel just for faculty, no administrators, no coaches and no 
"soft money", just General Fund money for faculty travel. We 
could pull back on that a little bit to bring some of our costs 
down. President Allen's two task forces, Revenue Enhancement 
and Cost Containment, are working on this and there is a website 
where information and ideas can be submitted. Any ideas faculty 
have that might be helpful can be addressed to either President 
Allen or himself. 
listened to. 
The ideas that are corning in are being 
Chair Wurtz pulled out a grade book, bound in hard stock paper, 
and asked how much that cost to produce? She noted that there 
is nothing in that grade book that is not available to her 
online. If it's available somewhere else with no cost than why 
produce it at a cost? 
Interim Provost Lubker responded that there are faculty on 
campus that don't want to use technology. Another question is 
why is the class schedule available in multiple hard copies? 
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Why print so many hard copies when it's available online? It is 
amazing how many journal subscriptions the university pays for 
for faculty. It would be a little less confounding if it 
weren't for the fact that there are many in the same department. 
Do we really need that? Maybe we do but there is a lot of money 
being spent there. 
Senator Neuhaus noted that it costs ten to 100 times for the 
institution to purchase the same subscription and have it in the 
library then it does for an individual faculty member. If there 
were journals that only one or two faculty members use that the 
library subscribes to there could a lot saved. This would be 
something worth checking on. 
Interim Provost Lubker asked faculty to feel free to email or 
call with suggestions or comments. 
COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, JESSE SWAN 
Faculty Chair Swan offered a welcome to Associate Provost for 
Faculty Affairs Virginia Arthur from the faculty, noting that he 
has heard wonderful things about her. 
He also reported that the UNI faculty roster for Spring 2009 is 
available, thanks to Coleen Wagner, Executive Vice President and 
Provost's Office. This was sent to faculty today and will also 
be on the faculty website. The final roster will be published 
in two weeks so if faculty want to question it they should do so 
now and to contact him. 
Faculty Chair Swan also noted that he has received communication 
from NISG on Senate Docketed Item #884, Electronic Media Devices 
Policy. 
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, SUSAN WURTZ 
Chair Wurtz had no comments today. 
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING 
979 Resolution Regarding Funding of Auxiliary Enterprise 
Operations at UNI 
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Motion to docket in regular order as item #885 by Senator Smith; 
second by Senator Neuhaus. 
Senator East asked how this relates to inviting Troy Dannen, UNI 
Athletic Director and Torn Schellhardt, Vice President for 
Administration and Finance, listed on today's agenda under New 
Business, to talk about the same thing a month and a half from 
now. It is his understanding that we are considering asking 
them to come discuss funding but not until after this would be 
discussed. 
Chair Wurtz asked if he was suggesting docketing it in different 
order? 
Senator East replied that he's raising the question, not making 
a suggestion. 
Senator Funderburk commented that there appears to be two 
separate issues going on, not an issue of someone defending the 
money they've been given as much as discussion philosophically 
if we think the direction that the budget has been moving is 
appropriate regardless of what they do with the money. In that 
sense he thinks it might be a worthwhile discussion because it's 
not so much about them and what they're doing as simply do these 
decisions reflect what the university's mission and/or 
priorities are since they have documented a significant trend 
over a ten-year period. One is, what are we doing with our 
money and how are we being good stewards of it. The other is, 
is it appropriate that the amount of money we're spending has 
been increasing over ten years. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted for clarification that the amount 
of money we've been spending over the years has certainly been 
going up but only in athletics with the other areas staying 
essentially flat. In looking at the data complied by Dr. 
Isakson in his "An Analysis of Revenues and Expenditures at the 
University of Northern Iowa" Figure 3, the only rising curve is 
for Intercollegiate Athletics. The others remain essentially 
flat, they haven't changed and this is something that needs to 
be considered. If you recommend that the funding amount be 
moved from 6% to 3% you are damaging groups that have been 
staying within their bounds all along. 
Chair Wurtz stated that the decision is to docket this item and 
she doesn't want to jump ahead of getting into the merits. Our 
question now is do we docket this item. 
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Senator Lowell commented that given the current financial crunch 
is this an item that we need to discuss today and not docket in 
regular order? If docketed in regular order, when will it be 
discussed? This is one of the issues we should be discussing 
right now. 
Chair Wurtz noted that she would be very uncomfortable with that 
because if we're going to discuss it today we needed to have 
done a better job of telling faculty that this issue was coming 
in front of the Senate today for discussion. In seeing the 
circulated agenda faculty would think that the discussion would 
be at the next meeting. 
Senator East stated that the reason he raised the issue is 
because if the motion and the information supporting the motion 
would be coming from a particular view point that seems unlikely 
to express any history from some other view point. He dislikes 
hearing only one side of the issue, and it's not at all clear to 
him that there will be anybody here to represent any decision 
making as to why these things went up, why they exist in the 
first place, why they're not self-funded. Those kinds of things 
are pertinent to any kind of decision we might make about this, 
and we don't have that kind of information. What we have are 
the cold hard facts about money being spent, which he assumes is 
accurate. We don't have any indication as to what was before 
this time or why the decision was made for these things to be 
increased, etc. 
Chair Wurtz noted as a point of clarification, the proposal that 
is currently in front of the Senate did not contain information 
attached to it. We were requested to move the proposal forward 
as the proposal with nothing else. The other material 
distributed to senators has a cover page on it stating 
"Information various sources have offered to the UNI Faculty 
Senate for the purpose of assisting the Senate in its 
deliberations and decision making,n and is not attached to 
Calendar Item #979. 
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Senator Smith commented that he's sympathetic to the concerns 
Senator East is raising but if we take this up at our next 
meeting we can talk about it and if we feel that we need to hear 
from the athletic people or wherever, we can defer action on it. 
We can start the discussion and get things going next time. 
This is something that might be extensive and he doesn't see a 
problem with the Senate starting to talk about it at the 
earliest convenience, which would be the next meeting. 
Senator Soneson added that he agrees with that but would also 
add that if we announce that we're going to be talking about 
this in two weeks it gives the people responsible for these 
budgets two weeks to arrange things so they can attend our 
meeting to present information. 
Senator Funderburk noted that initially the discussion isn't one 
side against another as it is reviewing the facts. The person 
that brought the resolution forward has a suggestion, and he 
happens to be one of the people who wrote one of the reports 
we're considering. The report is an examination of the budgets, 
marking of trends, comparing to sister institutions. He's not 
sure that by just having the athletic people here will be 
representing the whole picture either. We have a lot of 
information to go through before we're ready to deal with 
individuals, and it's probable there'll be more than a meetings 
worth of information and the sooner we start the better. 
Chair Wurtz remarked that her opinion is that rather than act 
with "oh, my, we've got to do this nown that we don't get pushed 
into making hasty decisions where we don't really get a chance 
to look at everything. 
Senator Basom commented that the senate saw a lot of this data 
last year and having seen it last year we're not really making 
hasty decisions. This data has been before the Faculty Senate 
before and we haven't acted on it. She would hate to see the 
Senate not act once again because we need to deliberate another 
year. There should be familiarity with this issue on campus. 
Motion to docket Calendar Item #979 in regular order as Docket 
Item #885 passed with one abstention. 
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NEW BUSINESS 
Consider inviting Troy Dannen, UNI Athletic Director and Tom 
Schellhardt, Vice President for Administration and Finance to 
speak at the March 23 meeting (first Monday after Spring Break) . 
Chair Wurtz noted that the reason for this was that the Senate 
meets on March 9 with spring break the following week and the 
Senate meets again the following Monday, March 23. With fauclty 
being on campus only a four days following the meeting on the 9th 
there can't be a whole lot going on for the Senate to consider 
and the meeting on the 23rct would be a good time to have various 
people come to present the Senate with information. Would the 
Senate like to add someone to this list to invite? 
Senator East asked why they couldn't be invited to the meeting 
in two weeks? Why wait until March 23? 
Chair Wurtz replied that the Senate already has a number of 
items docketed that will take some discussion. The meeting on 
March 23 looked like it would be the most practical time to have 
this discussion, given the work that the Senate has in front of 
it in the immediate future and a lot of these things would have 
already been discussed, decided. 
Senator East stated that the Senate has already heard from the 
Athletic Department and doesn't see the need for them to make a 
presentation but it does seem to be reasonable for them to be 
here to respond to some questions the Senate might have about 
the budget two weeks from today when we presumably will be 
addressing what was just docketed. 
Senator Basom reiterated to invite them to not speak but to be 
present if we have budget questions. 
Senator East said he doesn't think we need to hear a 
presentation, we've seen that. If they have information they 
would like us to see before that we can read prior to the 
meeting that might provide some insight and he'd love to see 
something like that. They ought to be here when we talk about 
asking that their budgets not come from the General Fund, that 
seems reasonable, and not asking them to make another 
presentation. 
Chair Wurtz noted that some of the information being talked 
about is available on web pages and it has been updated, it's 
not the same information we saw a year ago. Her reading of the 
Senate is to change that March 23 meeting for inviting Troy 
Dannen and Tom Schellhardt to February 23 in anticipation that 
we will be looking at Docketed Item #979; Resolution Regarding 
Funding of Auxiliary Enterprise Operations at UNI, and having 
these people available to talk would be a good thing. 
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Senator Funderburk commented that we need not invited them for a 
big formal discussion but as a "for your informationu this will 
be going on and if you would like to be here, as always at every 
Senate meeting, you're invited to attend. 
Senator Neuhaus added that the only thought on this is that UNI 
is going to have to be making some big cuts before that March 
meeting in six weeks. Is the world that exists right now going 
to be the same world two weeks from now, two weeks after that? 
That's kind of relevant because we might be prepared to get 
steamed up about the Athletic Department and the Athletic 
Department might be "shellackedu by the time we meet with them. 
It would be nice to go back through history but it may be a moot 
point. The presentation we saw last year was lots of "rosyu 
hopeful things; he doesn't imagine that they're using that 
presentation right now because it wouldn't make any sense in 
this environment. He's fine with having them come earlier but 
we might even need a before and after meeting depending on when 
they know how they'll need to cut. 
Chair Wurtz replied that Senator Neuhaus is right, we won't know 
what we'll need until we get there. She will invite Troy Dannen 
and Tom Schellhardt for our discussion on February 23rct rather 
than March 23~. 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas asked if Chair Wurtz was looking for 
suggestions for people to come to the March 23rct meeting? As 
people have ideas as to where our discussions are moving toward 
senators may have ideas of who would be appropriate to come 
visit. 
Chair Wurtz responded that yes, if senators have suggestions to 
let her know. 
Senator Funderburk noted that the resolution that came from 
Frank Thompson, Finance and Vice-President United Faculty, needs 
to be mentioned and discussed whether or not we want to talk 
about it because it is a time related issue as well but he's not 
sure how many senators are aware of it. 
Chair Wurtz stated that she received the email mid-morning and 
it will show up as a Calendar Item on the agenda for the · 
February 23rd meeting. Dr. Thompson is present to talk with the 
Senate about this, if we choose, as a preview. 
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Senator Funderburk remarked that since faculty are having travel 
essentially eliminated it was more of a suggestion for 
modification of making sure those sort of travel restrictions 
also impact sports teams traveling to eliminate the number of 
extra people that are out with them as cost savings. 
Chair Wurtz noted that there was no intention to leave anyone 
out of the loop but by the time Dr. Thompson's resolution was 
received there was no way it was going to make today's meeting. 
Any discussion of this is very preliminary because we do have to 
follow procedures and get it out as a Calendar Item to be 
Docketed. 
Senator Lowell commented that since Dr. Thompson is here now he 
could comment briefly on his resolution. 
Chair Wurtz reiterated that there is nothing going forward on 
this today that people don't know about, it hasn't gotten that 
far along in the process because it started this morning. 
The Senate decided that they would like to have Dr. Thompson 
review his resolution. 
Dr. Thompson stated that the nature of this resolution deals 
with the statement made by President Allen concerning the 
unprecedented nature of the budget crisis that we all now face. 
In response to that there was restriction on non-essential out-
of-state travel, which has impacted a lot of faculty as well as 
students. There are students, as well as faculty, that have had 
papers that have been accepted for presentation this spring and 
will have to forego that. Also contained in the resolution is 
the mission statement of the university which talks about the 
vitality of research and teaching, and the idea that faculty are 
actively engaged in that. It also says that President Allen has 
declared that our student focus approach has served this 
university well and we cannot abandon our guiding principles 
just because we're in tough times. By working collaboratively 
and with a common purpose we have an opportunity to ensure that 
what emerges from these economic challenges is a strong 
university, with its values intact. In looking at the value 
statement of the university it talks about research, teaching 
and relationship with students. This resolution also contains a 
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statement that $5.535 million of the General Fund went to 
covering end of the year deficits in the Athletic Department 
last fiscal year (2008), and a significant portion of those 
expenses went to the payment of out-so-state travel via charter 
or commercial airplanes involving individuals other than coaches 
and players. The resolution basically says be it resolved, that 
the UNI Faculty Senate asks President Allen to impose 
restrictions comparable to what is being imposed on all faculty, 
to all non-essential travel by the Athletics Department. 
Specifically, transportation will only be provided for travel by 
the coach, medical doctor or trainer, and team players; and that 
transportation will be by surface transportation (motor coach, 
vans, cars). Air transportation will only be authorized when 
the amount of revenue guarantees from an athletic event are 
sufficient to meet all the expenses from traveling to that 
specific athletic event. The Athletic Department will provide a 
report each month, to the UNI Faculty Senate, and the Faculty 
Senate University Budget Committee, accounting for all travel 
fund expenditures within the UNI Intercollegiate Athletics Fund. 
Dr. Thompson added that it should be noted that we're now over 
the football season and the largest expenses in this budget have 
already been incurred. It should also be noted that we're 
further than half way through the basketball season, the second 
largest in terms of expenses with the Intercollegiate Athletics. 
In looking at the 2008 statement there are significant 
expenditures for promotion, athletic training, and a whole host 
of other expenditures that will be continuing each month and 
every day until we wind up with some agreement in terms of how 
much assistance this external Auxiliary Funding Plan will be 
providing in this particular area. In addition, it should also 
be noted that in 1976, in looking at the audited financial 
statements, there were no General Education funds taken out of 
the Intercollegiate Athletics fund to support Intercollegiate 
Athletics. It should also be noted that in 1996, in looking at 
notes A of the auditors report, you will find that the Auxiliary 
Enterprise unit was defined as being "substantially self-
supporting." In 2002, in looking at the Annual Report and in 
looking at the auditor's definition of Auxiliary Enterprise you 
will note that they specifically eliminated "substantial self-
supporting." There are some issues here but the longer the 
Senate delays in this the more likely it is that at the end of 
the year we'll have a substantial deficit and it's not coming 
out of travel for such things as movement of other people to 
athletic games or coaches doing recruiting. 
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Chair Wurtz noted that this is a nice preview for the Senate and 
in some ways it would be nice to always have a preview before it 
goes out to our colleagues so we know ahead of time. 
Interim Provost Lubker stated that he's frightened by the fact 
that he's largely in agreement with many things in Dr. 
Thompson's resolution. He does want to note in regards to the 
travel restrictions, those were designed to impact fiscal year 
2010 a lot more than Fiscal Year 2009, which is what we're in 
right now. If anyone that has a trip planned, paid registration 
fees and has their airline ticket booked, that's no problem, it 
stays in place. They're being very liberal in interpretation of 
travel restrictions for the remainder of this academic year. It 
is fiscal year 2010 that we'll be looking at closely. Things 
such as could two people go instead of four, can you double and 
drive? We can't stop faculty travel to present papers but do 
people need to go just for the social networking? Sometimes yes 
but you can present and socially network. Keynote speaker versus 
fifth author on a poster session? Those are the decisions that 
might have to be made. It will not be an easy thing to 
implement and he's not sure how much money will be saved. But 
for this year at least they'll be very liberal. 
Senator Soneson reiterated that those faculty that have already 
made plans to give a paper can go ahead with those plans even if 
they haven't purchased their airline ticket. 
Interim Provost Lubker replied that would probably be the case. 
Senator Soneson continued, noting that the Faculty Senate need 
not be in a hurry this semester to pass a resolution such as Dr. 
Thompson's for this year. 
CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS 
Motion to take docketed items out of order by Senator Neuhaus; 
second by Senator Soneson. Motion passed. 
883 Emeritus Status request, Melba R. Widmer, Department of 
Design, Textiles, Gerontology and Family Studies, effective 
8/08 
Motion to approve by Senator Soneson; second by Senator Basom. 
Motion passed. 
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Motion to take item #879 off the table and bring it to the floor 
for discussion by Senator Soneson; second by Senator East. 
Motion passed. 
879 Report and Recommendations on Research/Scholarly Activities 
Senator Soneson distributed a refinement of the motion in two 
parts and possible models, which departments, department heads 
and deans can use to think about these matters. 
In response to Chair Wurtz's inquiry on the history of this, 
Senator Soneson noted that the committee was formed spring 2008, 
meeting during the spring ·and summer, completing the first 
document "Report and Recommendations on Research/Scholarly 
Activities," August 28, 2008. The committee continued to work 
on scholarship and research and produced a second document, 
"Report on Service at the University of Northern Iowa," October 
2, 2008. 
Senator Soneson continued, noting the committee was formed by 
Interim Provost Lubker as a kind of task force. The committee 
met about once a week producing two documents filled with 
recommendations for departments, department heads and deans to 
consider, discuss and to refine the criteria, which are used in 
promotion and tenure for service, scholarship and creative 
activities. The motion is not directing anyone to do anything; 
they are making recommendations. 
There were two things that the committee noticed, Senator 
Soneson stated, in looking PAC policies and procedures across 
campus when it came to criteria. The first is that there was a 
great deal of inconsistency among departments. Some were very 
specific and some extremely vague. The second has to do with 
the fact that very few list specific criteria. The committee is 
calling for departments to clarifying the criteria, which are 
presently at work for promotion and tenure. Secondly, they are 
asking them to think about consistency across campus, that the 
criteria one department uses be on the same level as what is 
found in other departments across campus. 
Two principles seek to be at work in their recommendations. 
First, if faculty are asked to do certain work the university 
should reward them for that work, in particular to service. 
There are some people across campus that have dedicated their 
career much more to serving the university than producing 
scholarship. There are other folks on campus who do a great 
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deal of scholarship and avoid service like the plague. One 
principle the committee thought was important was that if 
faculty are asked to do work they really ought to be rewarded 
for that. Secondly, that those rewards really ought to include 
promotion and tenure. This came up in particular when a 
committee member noted that he's been to a number of 
institutions of higher education and that it seems to be more 
difficult at UNI to advance to full professor than at most other 
universities, even in Research One universities. 
With these in mind, the committee is making a couple of 
recommendations. The first recommendation is to ask faculty and 
heads to discuss the issues included in the two reports. 
Secondly, that a document be written for the department to 
clarify criteria that are, in fact, operative in the dep~rtment. 
A number of departments have implicit criteria that they have 
not made explicit, and we are simply recommending that these be 
written on paper. Thirdly, they are recommending that 
department heads and a representative from the faculty meet with 
the dean after this to discuss the document so there is 
conversation between representatives from the department and the 
dean so everyone is on the same level. 
Senator Soneson noted that there is one change that he would 
like to make in the first motion, that the results be sent to 
the dean of the college by September 1 rather than April 1, 
2009. The committee discussed this, noting that it is now much 
too late to get it in by April 1. He asked faculty to think 
about this as something to be done late spring/early fall as 
this would be a reasonable time frame. 
Chair Wurtz thanked Senator Soneson. 
Senator Van Wormer added that she was on the committee and 
thought it was really exciting to think about people coming up 
for full professor who can specialize in one area. When doing 
external tenure and promotion reviews she discovered that at 
other universities such as Indiana University they will ask for 
your specialty area, service, teaching or scholarship. Faculty 
could choose one area to focus on doing a minimum of work in the 
other areas. This is something she'd like to see the 
departments discuss because sometimes people are really strong 
in the one area and not so strong in the other areas but have 
done minimal work in them. 
Senator Soneson added that people may have dedicated their 
professional career to that one area. 
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Senator Van Wormer also noted that when she came to UNI she was 
told to not to do service if she wanted to be promoted and get 
tenure. This is still making the rounds although the people who 
were saying that, mostly administrators, are no longer here but 
now every time there's a new faculty person in her department 
they are told to not spend time serving. What the committee 
discussed was that if you don't serve you're not rewarded for it 
or encouraged to do it and after time you've gotten into 
something else. She believes it would be good to stress service 
more than we have in the past. 
Senator Soneson remarked that statistically there is a higher 
percentage of women than men doing service, not because there is 
discrimination but because there are fewer female faculty 
members. As a result they tend to be asked more often than men 
to serve on committees. Particularly, when going up for tenure, 
this can be a read drain on the women's scholarship and such. 
Somehow this needs to be accounted for so that there is a proper 
balance that is at work in our judgments for promotion and 
tenure. 
Interim Provost Lubker commented on a concern that he has which 
is to see more women in active administrative roles. One of the 
best training grounds for that is to be on service committees. 
He has often been guilty of putting women on to committees as an 
effort to get them into the idea of leadership. 
Senator Soneson noted that this just isn't at UNI; it's across 
the nation. It is something we need to keep in mind as we talk 
about reconsidering our criteria 
Senator Mvuyekure asked about service outside the university, 
service to the community, professional organizations. 
Senator Soneson responded that that is included, that there are 
many levels of service. 
Senator Basom stated that Senator Soneson's motion asked 
departments to develop these documents but it doesn't say 
anything about reconsidering the criteria which is something 
he's talking about right not, the balance of service and 
scholarship. Is that a separate motion, included in a separate 
document? 
Senator Soneson replied that the documents themselves make these 
recommendations rather than making the recommendations in the 
recommendation he's recommending that people work with the 
documents, read them, discuss them as a group. Hopefully by 
reading this and talking about it they will be considering a 
couple of the issues we've been discussing. 
Senator Funderburk moved to accept and endorse the reports; 
second by Senator Smith. 
Senator O'Kane reiterated that by accepting and endorsing this 
report the Senate is saying, yeah, departments, we feel you 
probably ought do this. We, of course, have no control over 
that. Given that we don't have any control, is the date of 
September 1 st even needed? 
Senator Soneson responded that it is his guess that the current 
provost would like to see this done as well, and that he will 
talk to his deans who will in turn talk to their department 
heads who will probably make a point of talking about these 
things. 
Senator O'Kane added, assuming that the provost will be brining 
this to his deans, is this how it will be circulated? 
Senator Soneson replied that practically, yes, that's probably 
how it would work but he would like to see us, the Faculty 
Senate, to encourage the faculty to do this, to say this is 
coming from the faculty so let's do this because we have a lot 
at stake. If we, as the Faculty Senate, say let's do this then 
it's possible for department heads or PAC chairs to say, yes, 
let's do this. 
Senator O'Kane asked, given that, how does it get then 
promulgated? 
Senator East strongly suggested that the Faculty Senate Chair 
use the powers of email to send out a message to all faculty, 
assuming this is approved, saying that the Faculty Senate 
accepted and endorsed these two documents and recommend them to 
all faculty for their reading and processing. 
Chair Wurtz noted that this will come out when the Senate 
minutes go out to the faculty. There can be an additional 
message sent out with the minutes for faculty to pay extra 
attention to this section. She has done other updates to 
faculty by email, and this could be similar to that. 
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Senator East stated this seems to be the way that the Faculty 
Senate can put something before the faculty, making sure the 
documents are included in the ernails and not directing faculty 
to some hard to find website. 
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Senator Weisenberger asked if when Senator Soneson was 
discussing the two documents, it is not what he just distributed 
today but what carne out earlier. 
Senator Soneson responded that what he distributed today was 
possible guidelines. 
Motion to accept and endorse the Report and Recommendations on 
Research/Scholarly Activities passed. 
Interim Provost Lubker thanked Senator Soneson and Senator Van 
Wormer for being part of the committee, working hard and doing a 
good job. As many may recall, all he asked was a review of 
scholarship, which they did and then volunteered to go on and 
review the service part of things. He's never had a committee 
volunteer to go beyond what they were asked to do, and he 
thanked the members of the committee. 
Senator Soneson noted that this was one of the best committees 
he's ever served on. It was great to see what other departments 
were doing across campus and the people who served on the 
committee worked very hard. 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas complimented the committee and noted 
that the Department of Curriculum and Instruction has been 
meeting, the PAC has been meeting all semester periodically 
updating the clarity of their documentation. It is already 
taking place and it's already having a positive impact on 
others. 
Chair Wurtz commented that we're going to be called on more and 
more to give solid evidence that what we're doing is good and 
we're using the best resources. 
880 Diversity of Faculty/Staff and Students at UNI 
Chair Wurtz noted that a summary of the intended motions was 
distributed to the Senate. This was contained in all the data 
but was never raised as what it was we needed to do. 
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Motion to take item #880 off the table and bring it to the floor 
for discussion by Senator O'Kane; second by Senator Van Wormer. 
Motion passed. 
Senator Mvuyekure stated that the charge he received from the 
Senate was to produce a white paper on diversity at UNI. During 
discussion it was noted that a motion was missing. He thought 
about it and in reading the "Best Practices" booklet from the 
University Council, particularly on page 17, he discovered that 
any institution of higher learning diversifying faculty and 
students cannot work unless the faculty is leading. The second 
item for diversity to work is demonstration. President Allen 
and his administration have been talking about diversity and it 
seems that the Senate can tell the faculty and if the faculty 
has a lead in faculty and student diversity it will make a big 
difference. He has drafted a couple of motions that were 
inspired by his reading. 
The first motion by Senator Mvuyekure, "That the Faculty Senate 
lead in engaging the faculty to support the recruitment and 
retention of diverse faculty and students at the University of 
Northern Iowa," addresses the issue of recruitment and 
retention. 
The second motion, "That the Faculty Senate lead in engaging the 
faculty to support the faculty and student diversity efforts at 
the University of Northern Iowa," is more vague and recognized 
the efforts UNI is putting into faculty and student diversity. 
Senator Mvuyekure noted that he shouldn't be the appointed 
person, because this was an item that came out of the UNI 
Faculty Senate retreat at the beginning of fall semester, 
therefore, the whole Faculty Senate should be sponsoring this. 
Chair Wurtz remarked that what was said at the retreat last fall 
were that any items that senators had that they felt the Senate 
should move forward on should be brought to the Senate in the 
form of a white paper to get us started. If nobody cared enough 
to bother to bring a white paper then nobody on the Senate was 
going to follow through. We had someone who cared enough, 
Senator Mvuyekure, and we're now being asked to say we're going 
to take some leadership with this. She just finished the online 
survey on diversity today and she has to ask where this would be 
fitting in with that initiative that's already moving forward. 
Second on Senator Mvuyekure's motion by Senator Soneson. 
Senator Soneson noted that it's very important that the Senate 
take leadership in issues of diversity in the ways that are 
outlined. He's not sure what it would mean in practice? Does 
Senator Mvuyekure have ideas of what we ought to be doing to 
take leadership in these areas? 
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Senator Mvuyekure replied that it would send a message to all 
that diversity is important, that diversity matters in terms of 
teaching excellence. Secondly, in reading "Best Practices" it 
talks about amending some of the recruitment policies such as 
announcing the juxtapositions in a national journal, or someone 
who knows an under represented faculty, the kinds of things UNI 
has not been doing. If you go to the UNI web page there are a 
good number of UNI faculty that are involved in diversity issues 
but is it all of us? 
Interim Provost Lubker stated that there was a "town hall" 
meeting on diversity that was open to all faculty. President 
Allen made it clear that the administration is behind this kind 
of an effort. The only change that he made that he thought was 
important to make was that a lot of this was being driven from 
the top, administration, down. He has also read the "Best 
Practices" and it indicates that the two biggest mistakes that 
universities make in this effort is to be entirely top down 
driven or entirely bottom up driven. You have to have both 
working together to make it work. He had suggested that each 
college, if they didn't already have one, form a diversity 
committee, and they all have done this. How active they will 
be, as they're brand new, remains to be seen but this is a good 
chance to get started. Perhaps the Senate could work with those 
bodies on this. 
Senator O'Kane commented that having worked on several hiring 
committees it's always been understood that the university 
really encourages diversity, as does his department, but this 
the odd stumbling block, and maybe it's changed since he's done 
this, but they are to consider diversity whilst not knowing if 
the candidate is diverse, and they are not allowed to know. How 
does one actually do that? 
Interim Provost Lubker stated that that is a good point. 
Senator Soneson noted that he has also served on a few search 
committees and people who are representative of a minority or 
protected class usually will say that in their letters or 
application, and if they don't then people who write 
recommendations for them will. It's always clear by the time 
they get a full file that someone is a member of a protected 
class. 
Interim Provost Lubker added that you can always look at their 
associations. 
Senator O'Kane responded that they have not experienced that. 
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Faculty Chair Swan noted that there are other ways to do it. 
There are some universities he's been at where the procedure is 
to flag applicants from groups that are being sought at that 
particular time by that institution, to be alert to it, not to 
give special attention to but to understand that that's 
important. This is especially true in certain fields where it's 
especially held to be impertinent to the academic activity. In 
other diverse fields where it might seem pertinent you can be 
doing work but not identify yourself or be identified by others 
as a part of that group. He sympathizes with that and we could 
look at how UNI operates their search committees to enhance the 
likelihood of diversifying the faculty by taking cognizance of 
these people, not insisting that we don't know who they are. 
There are obvious issues with that that are specific to the 
university. 
Faculty Chair Swan continued, noting that what he wanted to ask 
is a general question, in the UNI Fact Book over the last 
several years, while we've never had a large portion of the 
faculty members of racial or ethnic minority groups, it was at 
6-7%. The figures are large enough to not necessarily mean 
anything is happening because we didn't have a large enough 
population to begin with but over the last several years this 
has dropped in half and he wondered if the administration had 
any ideas as to why this is happening and how to address it. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted that it's a complicated issue, and 
the material Senator Mvuyekure provided is a good example, 
because many schools are not talking about minorities on the 
faculty but under represented minorities on the faculty. When 
you do that you eliminate the Asian-American faculty from the 
group. And when you do that we have a larger percentage of 
under represented faculty than either the University of Iowa or 
Iowa State by far; we are around 6.something%, they are down 
around 2.something%. Comparing UNI to the around 500 or so 
comprehensive universities listed in "Best Practices" we're 
right about in the middle, 240th or so. In looking at Iowa and 
Iowa State, they're way at the bottom, but it depends on what 
you're counting. Iowa and Iowa State are also brining in 
faculty from other countries. There is a variety of diversity 
but you have to define the diversity we're going to talk about. 
We're not doing so bad here when you look at under represented 
American minorities, but we could do a lot better. 
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Senator Funderburk commented that his experience has been the 
same as Senator O'Kane's, that usually they can't tell in the 
application process who is a minority. One thing they have run 
into is that when it comes to racial minorities, our hiring 
money is not adequate to attract even an unbelievably small 
pool. Even when contacted directly it's all but a laugh when 
they hear what the starting salary is going to be. When you get 
into classical music there aren't that many people to look at to 
hire. 
Interim Provost Lubker stated that one of the things he and 
President Allen have informally put into place is if you have a 
pool of three or four people that are all pretty good and you've 
brought them to campus, and the top person is clearly a non-
minority person but the second person is a minority, the 
department can take their money for that line and hire that top 
person and then the provost and the president split the cost of 
the second person and get that one also. If that second person 
ever leaves, the money reverts back to the provost and the 
president as it's not a permanent infusion in the department or 
college. They did that in the COE and hired two, a husband and 
wife African-American team. 
Senator Funderburk noted that when reviewing candidates they're 
not allowed to rank candidates coming from the committee, which 
makes it also difficult. 
Interim Provost Lubker responded that if they don't rank them 
and then pick the white person and tell them that there's a good 
African-American or Native-American in the pool that will effect 
how it kicks in. 
Senator Funderburk asked if the possibility of creating 
individual targeted minority lines that are not necessarily 
targeted by the department has ever been explored. If you can 
identify the position and the person, you can have this line, 
and if one department can't than maybe another can. 
Interim Provost Lubker replied if we can find a time in our 
lives when we have the kind of money that we can put aside into 
an account like that it would be perfect. 
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ienator East wondered what it is we do as far as trying to lead 
ln and engage faculty to support various things. We have an 
apparently fairly well defined effort going on with respect to 
diversity, influencing diversity on campus. He's certainly more 
than willing and in favor of this but we want to be very careful 
of dividing our effort and having separate people do separate 
things. It seems to him that to have a fairly well defined 
process going that perhaps we shouldn't be doing very many 
specific kinds of things in anticipation of not competing with 
somebody else. 
Chair Wurtz noted Leah Gutknecht, Compliance and Equity 
Management, keeps us honest to some extent and if we're going to 
pursue what faculty can do more than we're already doing beyond 
compliance with the law, she would be a good resource to talk 
with. 
Senator Schumacher-Douglas reminded the Senate that there are 
efforts within departments to do recruitment of faculty or 
students. That needs to be brought forward and it seems the 
top - down model kind of negated things that are and have been 
going on in the departments. She encourages administrators and 
colleges to engage the faculty in what's already going on and 
oring that forward, and to continue to encourage that because 
she's concerned that while those "grassroots efforts" have been 
very beneficial and moving in the right direction those kinds of 
things also might have needed minimal funding or support to 
become or continue to be very productive and they might go to 
the wayside without that support. The admonition that we have 
both a top down as well as acknowledge that bottom to top 
approach needs to be implemented rather quickly before we kill 
out the "grassroots." 
Interim Provost Lubker added that to support that one concern 
he's always felt as dean and provost, he knows there's a very 
vocal but small group of faculty who care deeply about this 
issue. He's never sure how much the general faculty care, and 
how high it really is on their list of important things. It was 
pointed out at the "town hall" meeting that it's the same people 
that have always been on these committees. 
Senator Van Wormer reported on a strategy that comes from 
Duluth, Minnesota that really works. They take minority 
graduate students in the Social Work Department, where they're 
interested in Native Americans, and encourage them to get a 
doctorate degree and to return to the university. They're 
handpicking people from that region who want to come back to the 
41 
internal differences. That is, UNI spends relative less than its peers on instruction primarily due 
to internal decision to do so. There is no doubt that if UNI desires to keep up with its peers, it 
should significantly the amount it spends on instruction. There are two primary ways to increase 
spending on instmction: (1) increase the salary of everyone who teaches at UNI or (2) hire more 
people to teach at UNI. Any combination of these two techniques would certainly have the 
effect of getting UNI's spending on instmction more in line with its peers. 
UNI devotes more of its budget to auxiliary enterprises than any of its peers. In fact, UNI 
spends 52 percent more of its budget on auxiliary enterprises than the average among its peers. 
This difference is attributable to differences in either external or internal forces . To better 
understand these differences it is useful to examine spending on auxiliary enterprises more 
carefully. 
Analysis of UNJ Financial and Board of Regents Reports on Auxiliary Entereprises 
The auxiliary enterprises IPEDS expenditure category is worthy of further analysis for 
three reasons: First, UNI devotes more of its budget to auxiliary enterprise activities than do any 
of its peers. Second, UNI's auxiliary enterprise expenditures represent a significant share 
(18. 79%) of its total operating costs. Third, many auxiliary enterprise activities are not critical to 
the educational mission of a university. For example, there are many universities more renown 
than UNI that do not compete in intercollegiate football, that do not operate wellness centers, or 
that do not operate a performing arts center. Indeed, it is not uncommon for the auxiliary 
enterprise areas of some universities to be completely self-sustaining, or even to produce an 
operating revenue surplus. The question of how much of its resources UNI should devote to 
these auxiliary activities is a normative question that cannot be answered by this study. 
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However, the amount of resources that UNI devotes to these activities can be examined. 
Unfortunately, IPEDS data does not contain sufficient detail to make an analysis of expenditures 
within the auxiliary enterprises category. However, UNI financial and some Board of Regents 
reports do contain this detail. 
Table 3 presents an overview of the major areas of auxiliary enterprise expenditures at 
UNI as reported in the university's (2005-06) Annual Financial Report. The residence halls 
represent the largest area within auxiliary enterprises at UNI, followed by intercollegiate 
athletics and miscellaneous. It is not uncommon for residence halls to be a large operation at a 
non-urban university, such as UNI, where many students live on campus. Also, Iowa law 
requires that all revenues generated by residence halls be devoted to its residence halls; the 
university cannot divert excess revenues generated from the operations of residence halls to 
subsidize other areas within the university. Figure 2 contains a bar chart of the revenues and 
expenses for all of the auxiliary enterprise areas except residence halls; the residence halls are 
omitted, because excess revenues in this area are required by state law to remain in the area. 
Figure 2 reveals the extent to which intercollegiate athletics dominates auxiliary expenditures at 
UN I. 
The rather large level of revenues/expenditures in the miscellaneous area deserves further 
mention. The major items included in this area are parking operations, new student programs, 
registration services, football playoffs, apple resale operating account, dramatic arts, PLS hot 
lunch program, rental properties, plus many small items related to intercollegiate athletics . The 
football playoffs item, of course, will vary from year to year, depending upon the success of the 
football team. The field house area represents UNI Dome operations. 
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Some areas within auxiliary enterprises receive support from the General Education Fund 
(primarily state appropriations, tuition and some fees) over and above any student fees dedicated 
to these areas. Table 4 presents the amount of General Education Funds allocated to subsidize 
the operations ofthese three areas in 2005-06. Each ofthese areas generates revenues. But, the 
revenues generated (earmarked student fees, ticket sales, etc.) are not sufficient to pay all of the 
expenses in some ofthese areas. Currently, UNI takes nearly nine million dollars out of its state 
appropriations and tuition and fees revenues to subsidize various auxiliary enterprise operations. 
The largest subsidy goes to support intercollegiate athletics. Figure 3 shows the General 
Education Fund subsidies paid to intercollegiate athletics, the Gallagher-Bluedorn PAC, the 
well ness and recreation center, and Mauker Union for the past seven years. Clearly, the size of 
the subsidy paid to intercollegiate athletics has been growing more dramatically than the other 
areas. 
It is difficult to judge the extent to which any particular operation within the university 
should be subsidized. One way to assess these subsidies is to compare them to subsidies at other 
universities. Unfortunately, !PEDS data does not contain sufficient detail to perform this 
companson. But, the Board of Regents singles out one of these areas, namely intercollegiate 
athletics, for comparison across the three Regents Universities. Table 5 shows the dollar amount 
of General Education Funds and percent of total revenues that each university has budgeted in 
2006-07 for the support of athletics. The percent of total revenues in athletics that comes from 
the General Education Fund varies widely among the three universities, with the UNI General 
Education Fund support of athletics representing over half of the total revenues going into this 
area. At SUI and ISU, the subsidy amounts to 2.81% and 8.86%, respectively, of their total 
revenues . Table 5 also reveals that the dollar amount of the subsidy paid to intercollegiate 
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athletics at UNJ is neary double that paid to intercollegiate athletics at ISU and over three times 
the subsidy paid to SUI. 
Summary 
Examination of !PEDS data reveals that relative to its ten peer institutions, UNI places a 
higher priority on public services, institutional support, and auxiliary enterprises, while placing a 
lower priority on instructional support, research, student services, and scholarships and 
fellowships . Whether these priorities are appropriate or not is not addressed in this study. But, 
one possible guide for determining the appropriate priorities is the priorities at UNI's peer 
institutions reported in this study. The !PEDS data also reveals that UNI depends on state 
appropriations more than tuition and fees revenues relative to its peer institutions. 
Examination of UNI's Financial Reports reveals that several areas within auxiliary 
enterprises receive substantial subsidies paid from the General Education Fund (primarily state 
appropriations and tuition and fees income). Intercollegiate athletics receives the largest subsidy, 
and the amount of this subsidy has been growing dramatically over time. In addition, 
intercollegiate athletics at UNJ depends much more heavily on General Education Fund subsidies 
than do intercollegiate athletics at the other two Regents universities. Certainly, intercollegiate 
athletics represents an important dimension of any university. But, the extent to which a 
university subsidizes intercollegiate ~thletics deserves careful study. The data reported in this 
study suggests that UNJ places an extraordinarily high priority on, and diverts a substantially 
large amount of its state appropriations and tuition and fees income to support intercollegiate 
athletics at the expense of support to the instructional activities of the university. This practice 
deserves more careful scrutiny and evaluation. 
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The data also reveals that UNI places a relatively high priority on public service and 
institutional support activities. Unfortunately, detailed data regarding these two areas is not 
reported in the UNI Financial Reports similar to the data for auxiliary enterprises and 
intercollegiate athletics. But, simply because more detailed data is not readily available for these 
two areas, they too represent expenditures that deserve closer attention. Indeed, the fact that the 
expenditures in the areas of public service and institutional support are not easily identifiable in 
the standard UNI Financial Reports, suggests that these expenditures are probably not being 
scrutinized to the same degree as expenditures in the auxiliary enterprises area. 
Similarly, the relatively low priority that UNI places on instruction might be a matter of 
grave concern for some. A reasonable person might regard instruction as the major mission of a 
university such as UNI. Yet, according to the data, instruction is given a relatively low priority 
at UNI. Unfortunately, UNI's Financial Reports do not report instructional expenditures in the 
same manner as auxiliary enterprises. A more detailed examination of the instructional 
expenditures at UNI might reveal valuable insight into the most important operations of the 
university. 
Table I 
Definitions ofthe Major IPEDS Expense Categories 
Instruction - total expenses is the sum of all operating expenses associated 
with the colleges, schools, departments, and other instructional divisions of 
the institution and for departmental research and public service that are not 
separately budgeted. This would include compensation for academic instruction, 
occupational and vocational instruction, community education, preparatory and 
adult basic education, and remedial and tutorial instruction conducted by the 
teaching faculty for the institution's students. 
Research - total expenses is the sum of all operating expenses associated 
with activities specifically organized to produce research outcomes and 
commissioned by an agency either external to the institution or separately 
budgeted by an organizational unit within the institution. The category 
includes institutes and research centers and individual and project research. 
This function does not include non-research sponsored programs (e.g., training 
programs). 
Public service - total expenses is the sum of all operating expenses associated 
with activities established primarily to provide non- instructional services 
beneficial to individuals and groups external to the institution. Examples are 
conferences, institutes, general advisory services, reference bureaus, and 
similar services provided to particular sectors of the community. This function 
includes expenses for community services, cooperative extension services, and 
public broadcasting services. 
Student services - total expenses is the sum of all operating expenses 
associated with admissions, registrar activities, and activities whose primary 
purpose is to contribute to students' emotional and physical well-being and to 
their intellectual, cultural, and social development outside the context of the 
formal instructional program. Examples include student activities, cultural 
events, student newspapers, intramural athletics, student organizations, 
supplemental instruction outside the normal academic program (remedial 
instruction for example), career guidance, counseling, financial aid administration, and 
student records. 
Institutional support- total expenses is the sum of all operating expenses 
associated with the day-to-day operational support of the institution. Includes 
expenses for general administrative services, central executive-level 
activities concerned with management and long range planning, legal and fiscal 
operations, space management, employee personnel and records, logistical 




Operation and maintenance of plant - total expenses is the sum of all operating 
expenses associated with operations established to provide service and 
maintenance related to campus grounds and facilities used for educational and 
general purposes. 
Academic support - total expenses is the sum of all operating expenses 
associated with activities and services that support the institution's primary 
missions of instruction, research, and public service. 
Scholarships and fellowships - total expenses is the sum of all operating 
expenses associated with scholarships and fellowships treated as expenses 
because the institution incurs an incremental expense in the provision of a 
good or service. Thus, payments, made to students or third parties in support 
of the total cost of education are expenses if those payments are made for 
goods and services not provided by the institution. Examples include payments 
for services to third parties (including students) for off-campus housing or 
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for the cost of board provided by institutional contract meal plans. The amount of expense 
in this function is the total of all institutional scholarships reduced by the amount that is 
classified as discounts and allowances. 
Auxiliary enterprises- total expenses is the sum of all operating expenses 
associated with essentially self-supporting operations of the institution that 
exist to furnish a service to students, faculty, or staff, and that charge a 
fee that is directly related to, although not necessarily equal to, the cost 
of the service. Examples are residence halls, food services, student health 
services, intercollegiate athletics (only if essentially self-supporting), 
college unions, college stores, faculty and staff parking, and faculty housing. 
Source: U.S. Department of Education, IPEDS. 
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Table 2 
Rank Ordering of Major IPEDS Expense Ratios 
(2005-06) 
Institution 
University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire 
Central Michigan University 
University of North Texas 
Ohio University-Main Campus 
California State University-Fresno 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
Illinois State University 
Northern Arizona University 
University of Northern Iowa 
University of Minnesota-Duluth 
Institution 
University of Northern Iowa 
University of Minnesota-Duluth 
Central Michigan University 
Ohio University-Main Campus 
Illinois State University 
Northern Arizona University 
University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
University of North Texas 
California State University-Fresno 
Institution 
University of Northern Iowa 
Northern Arizona University 
Illinois State University 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
Central Michigan University 
Ohio University-Main Campus 
University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire 
University of Minnesota-Duluth 
University of North Texas 






































Table 2 (Continued) 
Rank Ordering of Major IPEDS Expense Ratios 
(2005-06) 
Institution 
University of Northern Iowa 
Northern Arizona University 
Illinois State University 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
California State University-Fresno 
University of North Texas 
Central Michigan University 
University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire 
University of Minnesota-Duluth 
Ohio University-Main Campus 
Institution 
California State University-Fresno 
University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire 
University of North Texas 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
Ohio University-Main Campus 
University of Northern Iowa 
Northern Arizona University 
University of Minnesota-Duluth 
Central Michigan University 
Illinois State University 
Institution 
University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire 
University of North Texas 
Illinois State University 
California State University-Fresno 
Northern Arizona University 
Central Michigan University 
Ohio University-Main Campus 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
University of Minnesota-Duluth 
University of Northern Iowa 
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Table 2 (Continued) 
Rank Ordering of Major IPEDS Expense Ratios 
(2005-06) 
Institution 
California State University-Fresno 
University of North Texas 
Illinois State University 
Central Michigan University 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
University of Minnesota-Duluth 
Northern Arizona University 
University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire 
University of Northern Iowa 
Ohio University-Main Campus 
Scholarships 
Institution Research 
University of Minnesota-Duluth 
Ohio University-Main Campus 
Northern Arizona University 
Illinois State University 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
University of North Texas 
Central Michigan University 
University of Northern Iowa 
University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire 
California State University-Fresno 
Institution Other 
Ohio University-Main Campus 
Central Michigan University 
University of Minnesota-Duluth 
University of Northern Iowa 
Northern Arizona University 
Illinois State University 
University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire 
University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
University of North Texas 
California State University-Fresno 












































J.W. Mauker Union 
Field House 
Gallagher-Biuedorn PAC 
Wellness & Recreation Ctr 
Health Clinic 
Miscellaneous 
Total Auxiliary Enterprises 
Revenues Expenditures 
$27,343,895 $21 '164, 769 
$4,172,916 $9,260,964 






















UNI Auxiliary Enterprises 
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• Revenues 
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Source: UNI Supplement to the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, 2005-06. 
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Table 4 
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56 
Table 5 
Comparison of General Education Funds Allocated to Intercollegiate Athletics at UNI, SUI, and 
JSU 
SUI ISU UNI 
Area Amount %of Amount %of Amount 
Total Total 
General Education $1,573,359 2.81% $2,974,067 8.86% $5,083,347 
Fund Support 
Source: "Approval ofFY 2007 University Budgets, Agenda Item 7, August 8-9, 2006" 
Board of Regents, State of Iowa. 
An Examination of General Education Funding Support Used 
To Cover Deficits in Intercollegiate Athletics as a 
UNI Auxiliary/Enterprise for the Years 1997-2007 
By 
Dr. A. Frank Thompson, UNI Professor of Finance 
Curriculum Vitae with Education/Research and Consulting 




Source Documentation: Annual Audited Financial Statements of the University of Northern 
Iowa, submitted to the Iowa Board of Regents, for the fiscal years 1997 to 2007. These audits 
are completed by Certified Public Accountants and are independently and objectively reported. 
This information can be obtained in two ways. First, Rod Library contains these statements -
years 1997 to 2006 may be found on the fourth floor, call number: LD2584.I6 F5 
Supplement to the Annual Financial Report [ the supplemental filing provides detailed 
information on auxiliary/enterprises at UNI). The year 2007 may be found in the reference 
section on the first floor of the library under the same call number. Alternatively, and perhaps 
more efficiently, you can obtain this information through My Universe. After signing on to My 
Universe, on the right hand side of the page, go down to "Tools for Success" and click on the 
link "Online Reports", next go down to Annual Financial Report and click on "Supplement to 
the Annual Financial Report", scroll down menu to select the fiscal year you want, click on that 
year, and then you can access the reporting schedules dealing with the various 
ancillary/enterprises by clicking the running report button at the bottom. The schedules list 
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revenues at the top followed by expenses, when expenses exceed revenues (i.e., revenue over 
expenses are negative) there will be a separate section called Transfers. Under transfers there is 
a item called General Education Fund Support which represents the monies that are moved from 
General Education over to the auxiliary/enterprise to pay for the deficit for the fiscal year. 
In some years, unlike academic departments and colleges, the ancillary/enterprises were 
allowed to carry over losses from year to year which then required more general education in a 
future year. The schedules used in this report were Schedules 5, 8,9, 11, 12, 13. 
Attached is a summary of the financial deficits from UNI's auxiliary/enterprises from 1997 to 
2007 based on the Supplemental Annual Report prepared by the independent, CPA auditors 
working for the Iowa Board of Regents. The majority of these deficits were paid at the end of 
each fiscal year by transfers of funds from the general education fund into Athletics. The 
general education fund represents the pool of money available to the university to provide 
academic programs, promoting teaching, scholarship and service to the greater community of 
Iowa. Also included in this report are copies of the UNI Mission Statement, as well as, the 
Vision Statement. Nowhere in these two statements is there a declaration that athletics is a 
significant element to the focus and outline of priorities to which the goals of the university are 
attached. On the other hand, there appears to be much in the way of emphasis within these 
statements on UNI providing a quality education, development of students through a dynamic 
learning environment, promotion of student scholarship , a foundation on a strong liberal arts 
curriculum, and valuing intellectual vitality. 
Over the past 10 years there has been $65.92 million transferred out of general education funds 
at the end of the fiscal year in order to balance funding deficits in Athletics, Maucker Union, the 
Wellness Center, the Gallagher-Bluedorn Performing Arts Center, and the Health Center. 
$42.459 million of that amount went into paying for losses in Athletics representing 64% ofthe 
total. In each of the years from 1997 to 2007, the Athletic Department sustained increasing 
losses - in other words, every year the Athletic Department lost more money than the year 
before. The compound rate of increase in Athletic Department losses was 8. 755% per annum. 
Within the Athletic budget there is a provision for student scholarships, however, these monies 
are considerably less than the other expenses associated with Athletics. In looking to the matter 
of athletic scholarships, it should be noted that in the budgets of all academic units on campus 
[colleges and departments] there is no line item that specifies an amount of general education 
funding for the purpose of academic student scholarships. Ifthere are academic student 
scholarships provided by a department or college, it is done with funds that have been raised 
from alumni, friends of the university or corporate sponsors. The UNI Foundation has the 
responsibility of raising funds for all scholarships, whether they be for academic or athletic 
purposes. The difference is that academic programs cannot access general education money to 
institute or increase academic student scholarships. 
The 2007 reported £5.28 million deficit represents an amount that is over twice as large as it was 
in 1997. This amount represents a significant drain on resources available to academic teaching, 
particularly in light of recent initiatives to shave limited dollars out of current academic 
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programs. In years past, auxiliary/enterprise programs were intended to be run in ways 
sufficient to add more dollars to the university and ultimately academics. Now, a number of 
these programs, Athletics, the Wellness Center, Gallagher-Bluedom and the Health Center are 
losing money and taking money out of the general education fund. The initiatives appear to 
have been embarked on without the benefit of faculty approval or oversight. These issues are not 
only appearing in Athletics, but also elsewhere- for example, in 2000 Gallagher-Bluedom has 
an infusion of $634,350 of general education funds, in 2007 that amount increased to 
$1,186,359. With most businesses that are losing money, the managers will be held accountable 
to reducing costs and seeking to expand revenues to cover losses. In the last I 0 years, the 
managers of these operations appear to have been given salary increases [in some cases far 
greater than the academic faculty] for increasing operating losses necessitating more money 
being diverted from academics. Unless the UNI Faculty Senate begins addressing this academic 
funding issue, it is likely that these deficits will continue to increase and that there will be even 
more committees looking into how to reduce funding from academic departments to meet the 
deficits in auxiliary/enterprise endeavors at UNJ. 
Committee on Scholarly Activity & Service 
Report and Recommendations on Research/Scholarly Activities 
August 28, 2008 
Philip Mauceri, Political Science & Committee Chair; Alan Asher, Library; Mark Bauman, 
Accounting; Jeffrey Elbert, Chemistry; Joel Haack, College ofNatural Sciences; Sam Lankford, 
HPELS; Jerome Soneson, Philosophy & World Religions; 
Katherine Van Wormer, Social Work. 
I. Areas of Concern: Criteria, Evaluation and Standards 
The Committee was asked to examine research and scholarship criteria and standards at UNI. 
After a preliminary discussion, we solicited the PAC procedures from all departments on campus 
and carefully examined research and scholarship criteria as set out in those documents. As would 
be expected, PAC procedure documents showed significant variation in scholarship & research 
tenure requirements. However, the committee also found significant weaknesses that call into 
question both the rigor and clarity of the standards used to judge research and scholarship. 
Findings from this review that were of special concern to members ofthe committee include: 
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• The absence of specific guidelines as to what counts as scholarship and research activity, 
or in some cases the absence of any mention of scholarship, among numerous 
departments. 
• The inclusion of either vague criteria ("continued study", "inquiry", "innovation and 
experimentation") or criteria that are extraneous to a traditional understanding of 
research/scholarship ("curriculum development", "major curriculum revisions", 
"consulting"). 
• The lack of an explicit mention in many PAC Procedures that work that is part of a file 
submitted for tenure and/or promotion should have been subject to external peer review. 
• In virtually all departmental PAC procedures, there was not a separate set of criteria and 
standards for the promotion to full professor that specifies requirements distinct from 
tenure and promotion to associate professor. 
II. Recommendations on Criteria, Evaluation and Standards 
Based on the concerns expressed, members of the committee voiced a strong belief in the need 
for clearly stated criteria for tenure and promotion rooted in scholarly work. The object of PAC 
documents in this area should be to provide faculty with transparent and objective guidelines. To 
address the weaknesses of current tenure and promotion standards on campus, the committee 
urges the adoption of the following recommendations by all Deans and Heads, their inclusion in 
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departmental PAC procedures and where relevant, in university documents pertaining to research 
and scholarship: 
1. The listing of specific research and scholarship requirements, spelled out in clear and 
concise language. Faculty should be able to know with reasonable accuracy what counts 
and what does not count for tenure and promotion. 
2. A prioritization of requirements in the area of research and scholarship. Core 
requirements (e .g. publication in peer reviewed outlet) should be spelled out and 
separated from a listing of secondary requirements (e.g. pursuing external funding). The 
balance between primary and secondary requirements should be clearly stated so that 
faculties have a clear understanding of where to put most oftheir effort in working 
towards tenure and promotion. 
3. A statement of the minimum goals needed to achieve tenure and promotion to associate 
professor, as well as for full professor. A statement of minimum goals would offer both 
departments and tenure/promotion candidates a road map to research and scholarship 
success, while not offering any explicit guarantees. The committee encourages colleges 
and departments to set specific goals and benchmarks, including indications ofboth the 
quantity and quality of work expected for tenure and promotion. 
4. There should be a clear statement in all PAC Procedures that major works counted in the 
core requirements of research and scholarship, including publications, exhibitions or 
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performances should be subject to an external peer-review process. The committee 
strongly believes that a peer review process, involving pre-screening of publications or 
letters of evaluation for creative performances or presentations, is not only the best 
guarantee of quality research and scholarship, but also serves as an important external 
validation of the quality of scholarship that is being conducted on this campus, and 
through the wider exposure of external review, enhances our regional and national 
reputation. As a result, external peer-review for works of scholarship should be 
considered a base-line in measuring the quality of research and scholarship produced at 
the University ofNorthern Iowa. It is the obligation of faculty members to offer evidence 
that works of scholarship they are presenting in the area of research/scholarship have 
undergone an external peer review process, and it is the obligation of both the PAC and 
the department Head to question candidates and request additional documented evidence 
for tenure and/or promotion if they have concerns regarding the peer review status of 
individual works being counted for tenure and/or promotion. 
5. For those departments that encompass activities not normally subject to a standardized 
peer-review process involving pre-screening prior to acceptance of a work, which is the 
case for some creative activities, the committee suggests the adoption of Tenure 
Evaluation Dossiers (TEDs), whereby those works accomplished during the probationary 
period are gathered as artifacts or in such forms as CDs, DVDs, or web-based files, and 
sent out for external peer-review. The expectations and procedures for TEDs should be 
explicit in all PAC documents. 
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6. Elimination of all current criteria not specifically linked to faculty research and 
scholarship in this area of PAC requirements, particularly those criteria more appropriate 
to service or teaching requirements, such as consulting, curriculum revisions and student 
paper supervision. Works involving the scholarship of teaching or the scholarship of 
service that are subject to an external peer review process should count in the area of 
research and scholarship, while those not involving external peer review should be listed 
in the teaching and service categories. 
7. Although the committee recognizes and appreciates the importance ofthe independent 
Head review of faculty during tenure and promotion, it nonetheless believes that the Head 
and members ofthe PAC should work with each other in forging depatimental standards 
and criteria for tenure and/or promotion. Where there is a significant divergence 
regarding departmental standards and criteria, it is important that there be open, honest 
and timely communication with candidates for tenure and/or promotion concerning these 
differences. 
8. Recognizing that faculty have different interests and strengths and keeping in mind the 
mission and goals of UNI, the committee believes that promotion to full professor should 
be judged differently than tenure and promotion to associate professor, allowing for 
greater flexibility in the balance between research, teaching and service while at the same 
time making promotion contingent on the quality of work as a post-tenure faculty 
member. Members of the committee do not believe that criteria and standards used in the 
promotion to full professor should necessarily mirror those used for tenure and promotion 
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to associate professor. While continuing to be productive in teaching, research and 
service, candidates for full professor should have demonstrably excelled in at least one 
specific area. To achieve this rebalancing, the committee recommends the adoption of 
"Alternative Assignment Portfolios" (AAPs) for post-tenure professors. Versions ofthis 
system can be found at the University of Iowa, Boise State University, and the University 
of Indiana. This system would allow post-tenure faculty to negotiate an agreement with 
their Heads, subject to approval by their respective Deans and in consultation with their 
PACs, to allocate their time and effort differentially between research, teaching and 
service over a limited period of time, renewable and subject to a mid-point review. The 
committee believes that such a rebalancing of activities can allow senior faculty to 
explore in depth their own areas of interest while addressing an important need of the 
university. This could range from a program to develop a new innovative teaching 
technique which through workshops, presentations and publications is shared with the 
campus and broader academic community, to a faculty member taking on a particularly 
intensive service obligation on campus or in a regional or national association, to an 
extended period of field research abroad. Much as faculty currently "buy-out" of other 
obligations due to research that is funded or course reduction requests, the AAPs would 
allow faculty to rebalance their obligations at the university for a set period to focus on 
specific projects. It is the view of the committee that AAPs can assist senior faculty in 
their professional development and allow them to broaden their contributions to the 
campus and the academic profession. It should be noted that rebalancing does not imply a 
dedication to one specific area, whether research, teaching or service. While reduced for 
a designated period, faculty still must maintain obligations in other areas and promotion 
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should be based on faculty members overall record. During the period of participation in 
an AAP, faculty would be evaluated on the documented quality of work carried out and 
decisions regarding merit and promotion would be based on the progress towards 
achieving the agreed upon goals set out in the initial agreement, which should be as 
specific as possible. We urge the Provost and Faculty Senate to work with United Faculty 
in designating a committee with the specific task of designing the policies and procedures 
to govern AAPs. 
9. The committee believes that high standards and expectations in the area of research and 
scholarship should not dilute the commitment of faculty to other areas, especially to 
service. In this regard, the committee urges department Heads and Deans to ensure that 
all faculty, includingjunior faculty, understand the importance of service to professional 
development and to good university citizenship. We ask that administrators ensure that 
service obligations are part of all faculty assignments and are distributed equitably to help 
foster a culture of service on campus. 
Committee on Scholarly/Creative Activity & Service 
Report on Service at the University of Northern Iowa 
October 2, 2008 
Philip Mauceri, Political Science & Committee Chair; Alan Asher, Library; Mark Bauman, 
Accounting; Jeffrey Elbert, Chemistry; Joel Haack, College ofNatural Sciences; Sam Lankford, 
HPELS; Jerome Soneson, Philosophy & World Religions; 
Katherine Van Wormer, Social Work. 
I. Areas of Concern: Criteria, Evaluation & Standards for Service 
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The committee strongly believes that service is an important responsibility of faculty at the 
University of Northern Iowa and an essential aspect of faculty development. The committee also 
views professional service as a key component of successful faculty governance and a major 
source ofthe cultural and intellectual life of the community. As a result, we believe that 
university citizenship and a culture of service need to be promoted across campus, for the well 
being of faculty, the university and the community. 
The committee recognizes that there are a wide range of activities that are considered under the 
rubric of service at UNI, and believes that faculty in each department are the best judges as to 
what is appropriate to their professional field. After a preliminary discussion, we reviewed the 
service sections of PAC procedures from all departments and the service sections of the Faculty 
Activity Reports used by colleges. In reviewing these documents and in our discussions, the 
committee identified several areas of concern: 
I. Many departments either did not explicitly mention service as a requirement for 
tenure and/or promotion or provided vague general references. 
2. Given the general "lore" that service does not count for much in tenure and promotion 
decisions, it is not surprising that most PAC procedures lack an explicit mention of 
how service contributes to professional development. 
3. Many PAC documents and Faculty Activity Reports require a mere listing of 
committees/activities that "count" for service without an elaboration of the effort, 
time or outcome of such service. 
4. The absence of specific benchmarks and definitions of the quantity and quality of 
service obligations required for tenure and/or promotion. 
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5. The lack of any mention as to how service activities should be documented for tenure 
and/or promotion. 
6. The unequal burden that falls on women and minorities in the area of service. As the 
university strives to ensure diverse representation on committees, women and 
minorities are likely to be called upon more frequently for service. For instance, with 
women making up 41 percent of tenured and tenure track faculty at UNI (fall 2007), 
there is clearly a greater likelihood they will be selected for committees more often 
than their male counterparts to ensure diversity. In our discussions with Phyllis Baker, 
Director of the Women's and Gender Studies Program on campus it was revealed that 
studies have found women generally spend more time on committee service than their 
male counterparts; with attitudes on gender roles playing a major role. Given that the 
current reward structure in tenure and/or promotion traditionally undervalues service, 
women and minorities are clearly disadvantaged for their service activities. 
II. Recommendations on Criteria, Evaluation and Standards for Service 
Based on the concerns expressed, members of the committee voiced a strong belief in the need 
for clearly stated criteria in the area of service with precise language on how service contributes 
to tenure and/or promotion. The committee also believes that service needs to be more explicitly 
part of the mix in the tenure and/promotion process. The object of PAC documents in this area 
should be to provide faculty with transparent and objective guidelines. To address these issues, 
the committee suggests the adoption of the following recommendations by all Deans and Heads, 
their inclusion in departmental PAC procedures and where relevant, in university documents 
pertaining to service: 
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• All department PACs are encouraged to explicitly state in their procedures that 
service is considered a requirement for tenure and/or promotion at the University of 
Northern Iowa. 
• The committee strongly believes that service is an important part of the tenure and/or 
promotion process, and would urge PAC documents to make explicit that service is 
considered part ofthe mix when PACs and Heads consider the professional 
attainments of faculty. In this same vein, we suggest that department, college, and 
university documents dealing with promotion and tenure provide a general statement 
regarding the importance of service in professional development and its centrality in 
maintaining and promoting faculty governance. 
• The committee encourages P ACs and Heads to focus on the quality of service done 
by faculty and to move beyond lists of committees and activities. Just as teaching and 
scholarship evaluations for tenure and/or promotion attempt to assess the contribution 
of faculty in these areas, we believe the focal point in assessing service should be the 
contributions of faculty in the area of service. 
• The committee urges PACs and Heads provide specific benchmarks and definitions 
of the quantity and quality of service obligations that are considered important in 
tenure and/or promotion decisions. 
• PAC procedures should clearly explain the evidence required to document service 
activities, just as teaching and scholarship files include evidence of accomplishments. 
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Such documentation could include letters of evaluation from committee chairs on 
·which faculty have served, certificates of participation, copies of final reports from 
the committee or the minutes of committee meetings, or copies of media reports about 
key off-campus events involving a faculty member's participation. 
• To address the unequal burden of service that fall on women and minorities in the 
area of service, the committee urges PACS and Heads above all, to be sensitive to the 
often heavy burdens borne by minority and women faculty who disproportionately 
serve on committees, mentor students and engage in other service oriented activities. 
In practical terms however, the committee suggests that departments address this 
inequity by a) valuing service when figuring merit pay on an equal basis with 
teaching and scholarly/creative activity, b) make service activities a greater part of the 
mix in detennining tenure and/or promotion, and c) adoption ofthe idea of 
Alternative Assignment Portfolios (AAPs), proposed in the committee's earlier report 
on scholarly and creative activities, to provide alternative portfolios for tenured 
Associate Professors. This would allow those faculty with tenure to not be 
disadvantaged if they choose to focus more of their efforts in the area of service. 
III. Impediments to Service at UNI and Recommendations for Change 
In discussing the role of service at UNI, the committee explored the challenges and difficulties 
that faculty face that might explain the generally low ranking given to service obligations. What 
follows are some of the key impediments the committee focused on and recommendations on 
ways by which these impediments can be reduced. 
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1. Downplaying service obligations by Heads, PAC and other faculty: Many junior 
faculty members are told either explicitly or implicitly that service should not be a 
priority for tenure and promotion, and should therefore be minimized. The message is 
reinforced by the unclear expectations and criteria for service obligations in PAC 
procedures. The committee believes that if first year faculty engage in no service and 
service obligations are kept to a minimum during their probationary period, service will 
be viewed as a burden later on, making it more difficult to develop a "culture of service" 
that will remain with faculty throughout their careers. 
Recommendation: All members of the faculty during their first year of probationary 
status should be expected to do service and be judged on this criteria by the PAC as a way 
to instill and maintain a sense of professionalism and community in the university. The 
committee believes this is essential if a culture of service is to be inculcated in faculty. 
2. Poorly organized committees and meetings without clear objectives: Faculty often 
associate "service" with committees that have poorly defined goals with little impact on 
the running of the university. Time is seen as eaten up by a "black hole" of service 
commitments that produce either no impact on the university, or else a miniscule result in 
comparison with the time dedicated to meetings. 
Recommendations: Standing committees should produce annual reports of their 
accomplishments that are widely circulated throughout their respective colleges or 
the university. Ad-hoc committees should produce a final report that is made 
available to the university community. Committees should explore the usefulness of a 
web page link that provides updated information on committee activities. 
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In addition, a review of college and university committee structures should take place 
on a regular basis, focused on improving the efficiency and effectiveness of committees on 
campus and phasing out committees whose tasks can be more 
other means. 
effectively done through 
3. No tangible rewards for service: Aside from a bit more merit pay, there is no clear 
reward structure for doing service, let alone for developing a sustained commitment to 
service . 
Recommendations: Departments should think creatively about incentives and 
rewards for faculty who excel in the area of service. Measures ranging from 
recognition and appreciation during department meetings or other events to 
departmental awards in recognition of service (perhaps involving special fund raismg 
formal 
coordinated with the Foundation), should be considered. Moreover, the committee suggests 
that the distribution of merit should provide for an equal valuation of service with research 
and teaching, as a way to emphasize to faculty the importance of service. As was noted in 
the scholarly/creative activity report issued by this committee earlier, we recommend the idea of 
Alternative Assignment Portfolios (AAPs) to provide alternative portfolios for tenured 
Associate Professors. The committee believes this system will encourage greater service 
among faculty by leaving open the possibility of promotion to full professor based in part on 
exceptional performance in the area of service. 
4. The Competency Gap: As with research and teaching, engaging in service requires a 
specific set of skills, particularly inter-personal skills and knowledge of how a modern 
university functions. Faculty who are deficient in these skills are often sidelined in the 
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service area, as Heads and Deans tum towards more "effective" faculty to engage in 
service tasks. This in tum results in an unequal distribution of the service load in units. 
Recommendations: Just as the university offers support to improve 
scholarship/creative activity and teaching, the committee believes UNI should address 
the competency gap by offering greater support for faculty in the area of service. Faculty 
development in this area could be coordinated by the new Center for Teaching and Learning 
and involve workshops on such topics as how the university works, issues in higher education 
or managing committee meetings. The committee believes that since competency in the area 
of service depends upon inter-personal, communication and management skills, much like 
teaching effectiveness, the new Center might be the place where remedial efforts and 
mentoring of faculty in these areas would occur. 
5. Declining Community Identity: Social scientists have noted for sometime now the 
decline of"social capital" in the US, and a concomitant growth in individualist 
orientations and atomistic behaviors. Among faculty this means a decline in institutional 
loyalty and a growing focus on their own agendas and career paths. The appeal to service 
as an obligation to the university community clearly has less resonance with such faculty. 
6. Burn Out: Senior professors may justify avoiding service obligations by noting that a) 
they have already done their "fair share" b) issues are viewed as the same dealt with 
earlier in their careers and no improvements are possible c) a disconnection with the 
university in general takes hold as they move into an unofficial early phased retirement 
period. 
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Recommendations for points 5 & 6: The committee strongly believes that a 
commitment to service cannot be fostered without maintaining a strong sense of 
being part of a larger community working toward common goals. Greater efforts need to 
be undertaken here, both for junior and senior faculty, based on extending networking 
opportunities, friendships and collaborative intellectual dialogues and projects. At the most basic 
level, more "space" needs to be created where faculty can interact freely. This can range from a 
common faculty lounge or dining space on campus (which was phased out a decade ago) where 
faculty can meet informally, network and socialize to more organized activities targeted for 
the professional development of faculty at all levels. 
IV. Conclusion 
With the completion of this report, the Committee on Scholarly/Creative Activity and 
Service has concluded its mission. We believe there are serious deficiencies in the way 
service is currently promoted and evaluated and urge serious consideration of our analysis 
and recommendations. Our purpose here is to present to administrators and faculty across 
campus with what we see as the main problems and challenges in the area of service as a 
starting point for serious discussions and changes that can enhance the academic life of the 
university and contribute to faculty development. 
Two Motions 
Pertaining to the Documents on 
Scholarship/Creative Activity and Service 
1. We request that the faculty from each department review and discuss, in consultation 
with their heads or directors, the two documents on Scholarship/Creative Activities and 
on Service; and that they identify the criteria implicit in their discussion of tenure and/or 
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promotion [not their PAC policies and procedures] for purposes of making these criteria 
as explicit as possible; further, that the document that results be sent to the dean of their 
college by September 1, 2009. (We recognize that some departments already have done 
this, so all they need to do would be to send their document to the dean.) 
2. We also recommend that each department PAC review their policies and procedures in 
relation to these documents; and, further, that representatives from the PAC and 
department head/director meet with their dean to discuss the document. 
Scholarship/Creative Activities 
For T &P-suggest a separate document for promotion to full 
I. Preamble 
A general statement regarding the importance of scholarship/creative activities to faculty 
development, the department's role in the university and to tenure. 
A statement that nothing in the standards and requirements discussed below should be construed 
as in conflict with the Master Agreement, and where there is a conflict, the Master Agreement 
takes precedence. 
II. Core Requirements 
An explicit statement of required activities that are considered the minimum necessary to meet 
the department's standard for tenure and promotion. 
Standards: An explicit listing of core requirement standards. 
Example: (from Physics) 
1. Publishing in peer reviewed journals 
2. Presenting research at regional and national conferences 
3. Involving students in scholarly and creative activities 
Minimum Goals: The road map to success. 
Example: (1-3 from Physics) 
1. A minimum goal of one publication every two years. At least as important as the quantity 
of publication is the quality of the publication as judged by one's colleagues. 
Probationary faculty members are particularly encouraged to exceed the minimum goal 
while maintaining quality. 
2. A reasonable expectation is one presentation per year. 
3. It is recognized that in some cases the substantive involvement of students may not be 
practical. 
III. Secondary Requirements 
Standards: An explicit listing of secondary requirements that count towards T & P. 
Example: 
1. External funding, either received or pursued. 
2. Publications in non-peer reviewed journals, including encyclopedia entries and book 
reviews. 
3. Presentations at colloquia. 
4. Receiving awards or recognition for scholarship. 
Minimum Goals: The road map to success. 
Example : 
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1. Individuals going up for tenure and promotion should have at least two of the above secondary 
requirements. 
IV. Documentation: What the PAC/Head expect/accept as documentation for scholarship 
should be explicitly listed in this section. 
Example: 
1. Copies of published articles. 
2. Letters from editors regarding current status of work. 
Service Activities 
For T &P-suggest a separate document for promotion to full 
I. Preamble 
A general statement regarding the importance of service to faculty development, the 
department's role in the university and to tenure. 
A statement that nothing in the standards and requirements discussed below should be construed 
as in conflict with the Master Agreement, and where there is a conflict, the Master Agreement 
takes precedence. 
II. Requirements 
An explicit statement of required activities that are considered the minimum necessary to meet 
the department's standard for tenure and promotion. 
Standards: An explicit listing of core requirement standards. 
Example: 
4. Service on at least one department, college and university committee. 
5. Service in an initiative that has significantly assisted an off campus group using their 
professional knowledge. 
6. Service in a local, regional or national association. 
Minimum Benchmarks: 
Examples: 
1. Faculty should demonstrate their contributions to the committee's work. 
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2. Faculty should demonstrate that their participation in an off campus activity contributed 
to their faculty development and assisted people outside the university. 
3. Faculty should demonstrate their contributions to associations. 
III. Documentation: What the PAC/Head expect/accept as documentation for service should be 
explicitly listed in this section. 
Examples: 
3. Letters of evaluation from committee chairs 
4. Certicficates of participation from outside organizations or associations. 
5. Copies of final reports or committee meeting minutes documenting contributions. 
6. Copies of media reports about key off-campus activities. 
